Uet'j Dave, y/2.,/96 

Tliai'Jfcs for the lk at!iy Cunningham yicce in the “arch fourth ^ocade. I think 
it explains wiiy I've not heard from hor in 30 lone, why she did not come ith those 
;jJie d core with the your before when she was at COfA la 3 t year, wliy she did not 
Jend no what I d asks:’ for, not on this subject, and why she did not ask mo to 
go over wiiat she wrote^ofere it was publiohcd. 

It is fiction, conjecture, itrolevance and utter nonsense. And all that has 
subft. nee and rel-’tor^to wiiat the writing 13 supposedly about was published in 
1 'J75 in Dost 1 . or tom . I should add ignorance beenude 1 laving helped herself to 
what was in Post hoirt^ and ^presenting it as iier own work she ms ignrjfiAnt of 
what is funa imontul that is il^Poot Hq ftem. 

I am not checking homos 1 iBCA testimony. I Iiqvb it on tape and paid _^cise 
attention to it. He did testify that h£ destroyed those notes.^athy’ s nonsense 
on that or any dost /ction not being unusual is answered in HBVBP a (in Tin |f -j_ 3 
strictly forbidden. 

Contrary tc wiiat y^thy writes, there is not only a record of the existence 

of those notes after the first d ya, it is a record tiiat identifies where they 
tnen wore, then being when Humes testified to the WC. They were allgedlylh the 
exhibit that was to iiave been printed and in the CD I identified by rubber in 
Post . u n-to n, as Specter identified it when lie questioned Humes. 

When I sought them at the Archives the end of 1S*6<5 they were not tliore. ^ 
nay lia T ’Q beon earlior. 

„ <*» Cako;3 roforon : ° to tlireo facts in the urootocol not in any laiown rocord. 

?iii3 is, to use her title, her Gross Misunderstanding. Tiio facts are in j^pst I'g irtoin 
fmd a. 1 , go enornioualy morn than tlireo facts tiiat arc/ in the proctoeol and are not 
rficorded in any laiown record. They come Troi.i those notes. 


I've used a idgliligWfpr on wiiat you sent and I’ll take no more tine for it 
now. 1 asl:<0 you not to spread tiiia ground because I do no !. want to got involved 
in any pointless controversy tiiat can be avoided. 

I'm surprised at l\o\; much is 30 very wrong in this one article. 

,J /his is inevitable when ouej&egina with a theoS^fsr either ignorcS^wiiat is 
laiown and is relevant or is ignorant^ of it, as too few liavo loarne^after so many 
70 rn.-iud all tlio time and effort tiiat wrnt into jilt! ! ! ! MoWV than wasted. U^tso than. 



